ApplnNo. 10/680,045 

Amendment dated February 27, 2007 

Reply to Office Action of November 27, 2006 

Docket No. BOC9-2003-0032 (401) 

REMARKS/ARGUMENTS 

These remarks are made in response to the Office Action of November 27, 2006 
(Office Action). As this response is timely filed within the 3-month shortened statutory 
period, no fee is believed due. Nonetheless, the Examiner is expressly authorized to 
charge any deficiencies to Deposit Account No. 50-0951. 

Claims 1-4, 6-11, and 13-21 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) as being 
anticipated by U.S. Published Patent Application No. 2005/0076110 to Mathew, et al. 
(hereinafter Mathew). Claims 5 and 12 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Mathew, in view of U.S. Published Patent Application No. 
2004/0015554 to Wilson (hereinafter Wilson). Additionally, Claims 17-20 were rejected, 
at page 2 of the Office Action, under 35 U.S.C. § 101. 

Applicant has amended independent Claims 1, 8, 15, and 17 to emphasize certain 
aspects of the invention. Applicant has further amended Claim 17, along with dependent 
Claims 18, 19, and 21, to address the issues raised under 35 U.S.C. § 101. Claim 20 has 
been cancelled to maintain the consistency among the claims. As discussed in the 
following section, the amendments are fully supported throughout the Specification. No 
new matter has been introduced by the amendments. 

Aspects Of Applicant's Invention 

Prior to addressing the cited references, it may be useful to reiterate certain aspects 
of Applicant's invention. One embodiment of the invention, typified by amended Claim 
1, is a method of communicating over a communications network. 

The method can include defining a first list specifying at least one electronic 
message source to which automated reply electronic messages are allowed. The first list, 
more particularly, can be determined by a user of an electronic communication client and 
can be stored in a first database that is communicatively linked to the electronic 
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communication client. (See, e.g., Specification, paragraphs [0014]-[0017] and [0023]; 
see also FIG. 1, particularly elements 105 and 115.) 

Additionally, the method can include defining a second list specifying at least one 
electronic message source to which automated reply electronic messages are allowed. 
The second list can be determined by a system administrator and can be stored in a 
second database that is communicatively linked to both the electronic communication 
client and to an electronic communication server. (See, e.g., Specification, paragraphs 
[0014]-[0017] and [0023]; see also FIG. 1, particularly elements 1 10 and 120.) 

The method further can include receiving an electronic message from a source, 
and comparing the source of the received electronic message with the source in the first 
and second stored lists. If the source matches the source on the first, then, according to 
the method, an automated reply electronic message can be sent from the electronic 
communication client. However, further according to the method, if the source does not 
match the source on the second list, then the automated reply electronic message can be 
intercepted at the server before it is received at the source. (See, e.g., Specification, 
paragraph [0036], lines 5-8.) 

The Claims Define Over The Cited References 

As already noted, independent Claims 1, 8, 15, and 17 were each rejected as being 
anticipated by Mathew. Mathew is directed to a system and method for managing 
information using rules created within an "integrated virtual WorkSpace. n (Paragraph 
[0046], lines 1-4.) One aspect of Mathew is providing "options" for generating an "auto- 
response" to messages. This is aspect of Mathew is more particularly described as 
follows: 

"[a] user may provide options for generating an "auto-response" to the 
message. As with message forwarding and notification, the multimedia 
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message processing logic 2701 may automatically generate a response via 
any of the messaging types supported by the system. For example, in 
response to an email from an important client, the multimedia message 
processing logic 2701 may automatically generate a call to the client and 
play back a recording indicating that the user is out of the office. As 
illustrated in FIG. 33n, in one embodiment, the user may specify a text 
message to be used for the automatic response in data field 3376 and may 
also specify an audio auto-response (e.g., a .WAV or .MP3 file) in drop 
down menu 3377. In general, however, a text-based or image-based 
response is sent in response to a text-based or image-based message and an 
audio response is played in response to a phone call. (Paragraph [0429].) 

Applicant respectfully notes that Mathew, though providing an auto-response to 
received messages, does not expressly or inherently teach the specific features recited in 
amended Claims 1, 8, 15, and 17. Elsewhere, Mathew describes sets of "system- 
specified" and "user-specified rules" as mechanism for implementing functions such as 
call forwarding, selecting e-mail and instant messaging "accounts," and receiving 
"forwarded messages." (See paragraphs [0423] and [0424].) Mathew describes the rules 
in terms of a Euclidean distance metric, which can de facto implement a system 
administrator's override of user-specified rules. (See, e.g., paragraph 282.) Mathew, 
however, nowhere describes the features of Applicant's invention. 

Specifically, Mathew does not provide a mechanism defining a first list specifying 
at least one electronic message source to which automated reply electronic messages are 
allowed, the first list being determined by a user of an electronic communication client 
and stored in a first database communicatively linked to the electronic communication 
client, as recited in the amended independent claims. Mathew likewise does not provide 
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a mechanism for defining a second list specifying at least one electronic message source 
to which automated reply electronic messages are allowed, the second list being 
determined by a system administrator and stored in a second database communicatively 
linked to the electronic communication client as well as to an electronic communication 
server, as also recited in the amended independent claims. 

Moreover, Mathew does not provide a mechanism for comparing the source of a 
received electronic message with the source or sources identified in the first and second 
stored lists, as further recited in the amended independent claims. More fundamentally, 
Mathew does not contemplate sending an automated reply electronic message from the 
electronic communication client if the source matches the source on the first list, but 
intercepting at the server the automated reply electronic message before it is received at 
the source if the source does not match the source on the second list, as recited in the 
amended independent claims. 

Mathew merely describes the setting of options for responses to various forms of 
communications, but does not provide any mechanism for comparing the source of a 
received message to two separate lists and intercepting at a server an automatic message 
response from a client if the source is not identified on both lists. Wilson, though not 
explicitly cited in connection with the independent claims, similarly fails to teach these 
features. 

Accordingly, neither Mathew nor Wilson teaches every feature recited in the 
amended independent claims. Applicant respectfully submits, therefore, that amended 
independent Claims 1, 11, 15, and 17 define over the prior art. Applicants further 
respectfully submit that whereas the remaining claims each depend from one of Claims 1, 
11, 15, and 17 while reciting additional features, these dependent claims likewise define 
over the prior art. 
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CONCLUSION 

Applicant believes that this application is now in foil condition for allowance, 
which action is respectfully requested. Applicant respectfully requests that the Examiner 
call the undersigned if clarification is needed on any matter within this Amendment, or if 
the Examiner believes a telephone interview would expedite the prosecution of the 
subject application to completion. 



Respectfully submitted, 



AKERMAN SENTERFITT 



Date: February 27, 2007 




Customer No. 40987 

Post Office Box 3188 

West Palm Beach, FL 33402-3188 

Telephone: (561)653-5000 
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